With the advent of what has been referred to as 'Web 2.0' in 2004, libraries 
day details of their lives with old friends, new friends, and complete strangers.
Corporations and institutions were urged to embrace the 'new Web' and interact with their customers and clients if they wanted to be as successful as Amazon or Google.
But, was there really a new Web, one that was different from the old Web? According to Tim Berners-Lee, 'Web 1.0 was all about connecting people. It was an interactive space, and I think Web 2.0 is, of course, a piece of jargon. ' (Berners-Lee, 2006) . When Berners-Lee built the World Wide Web in 1991, he intended it to be read and written to but only his NeXT browser could do both. This did not stop early Internet and Web users from talking to each other: Before the Web, computer users relied on bulletin board systems (BBS) and Usenet, developed in 1980, to communicate with early communities of computer users. An early 'instant message' system, CompuServe CB Simulator was developed in the 1980s. People met and got married on it. Mick Jagger gave a conference on it. People without technical skills could put up their own Web pages on GeoCities. Started in 1995 and purchased in 1999 by Yahoo for $3.57 billion, GeoCities had over 38 million accounts and as many as 15 million visitors at its peak.
Not able to find advertisers and unable to develop new applications to compete with 
Library 2.0 or Library II?
The term 'Library 2.0' was first used in 2005 by Michael Casey (Casey, 2007) .
Subtitled 'A Guide to Participatory Library Service', it is in large part a management guide that posits Library 2.0 as a concept that empowers the user, encourages constant change, and reaches those who do not use libraries. Just as 'Web 2.0' implies that it is radically different from an earlier Web, 'Library 2.0' implies that it is also radically new.
However, all of the 'Library 2.0' concepts of a participatory, 'client-centred', 'usercentred', 'patron-centred', or 'people-centred' library have always been a part of librarianship: one of the earliest issues of Library Journal in 1876 had an article on 'Personal Relations between Librarians and Readers' (Green, 1876) . Even Michael Casey recognised this when he quoted a statement by John Cotton Dana, written in 1896, that encouraged librarians to make their libraries interesting to the people who used them and as attractive as the best retail shops in the community (cited in Crawford, 2006, p. 7) . Dana (1856 Dana ( -1929 was a pioneering American librarian who opened library stacks to patrons, established the first children's library room and special collections for business people and for immigrants. Long before any '2.0' concept, libraries had already opened their doors to longer hours, their catalogues to the Web, their databases to remote access.
They set up computer labs and information commons, group study rooms and cafés, took library instruction into the classrooms, set up booths at campus fairs, sent out email and SMS alerts, hosted lectures and exhibits and were active participants in the campus and broader community. In Library 2.0: Initiatives in Academic Libraries editor Laura B. Cohen says that 'Library 2.0 is a response to Web 2.0, the revolution in the way people create, edit, search, evaluate, organize, and share information. In contrast to the surfing-based environment of Web 1.0, Web 2.0 is characterized by networked communities on which users contribute content, interact, and collaborate.' With Web 2.0, 'libraries become socialized institutions. Active participation on the part of users is seen as essential [our italics] to the process of research and learning' (Cohen, 2007) . User participation is certainly essential in learning, which is why we advocate embedding information literary into course work rather than continuing static and one-sided sessions of what used to be called 'bibliographic instruction'. Whether students or faculty see the library as a 'social institution' is questionable. They do value the library as a place, they honour it with gifts of money and books, they participate in 'Friends of the Library' and reading groups, but these are ancillary to the mission of the academic library as a place of research. To students it is a question of appropriateness: the most recent EDUCAUSE study of student computer use found that 94.6% of students use a university or library Website, 90.3% use social networking, 89.9% use course management systems, but only 27.8% use social networking for academic use (Smith, 2009) . Libraries are many things, but they are not social networks. They may be important to faculty and to students and they may be highly valued, but they are no more part of user's social networks than are their academic department or scholarly association. People may add or become fans of libraries and bookshops and other institutions on Facebook, but they are still not part of the circle of friends -people, not institutions -that constitute a social network. It is simply inappropriate. A survey of students at the University of Michigan in 2007 found that less than a quarter would connect with the library via Facebook and 14% were adamant that social networks should be distinct from academic work (http://onlinesocialnetworks.blogspot.com/2008/01/data-students-facebook-libraryoutreach.html). An OCLC study of public attitudes towards social networking in libraries found even less interest, with fewer than 10% of respondents being interested in participating (Sharing, Privacy and Trust, 2007) . Faculty needing answers to difficult questions or who need to share a new discovery turn to their academic electronic mailing lists or to online, peer-reviewed resources such as RePEc (Research Papers in Economics). Prominent email addresses for library contact, or the use of various chat programmes may facilitate faculty contact with librarians but would not be a replacement for the shared knowledge of the specialist community in an electronic mailing list.
The rush of academic libraries to put themselves onto Facebook or to purchase public catalogues that allow for tagging and user reviews has to be weighed against the Most user-supplied tags simply replicate title, author, or existing subject keywords. Other tags are idiosyncratic to the tagger and irrelevant to the content. Unique terms that could enhance access are rare and because of their rarity, lost in tag clouds. And, in many library implementation of tagging, the tags are not searchable. Library of Congress subject headings can be obscure, but they are logical and systematic. The existing studies on tagging find that while there are far more tags assigned to books in LibraryThing than by the Library of Congress (45 vs. 10 keywords), the user-supplied tags are far more general and often overlap in concept, while at the same time they lack the specificity of dates, regions, and concepts that make the LCSH so useful (Rolla, 2009) . And, as Rolla also points out, LibraryThing has lots of tags for popular books and few for rarer titles.
The books in academic libraries have very few readers and their users would be better served by traditional methods of cataloguing and by the traditional methods of scholarship: bibliographies, citations, and knowledgeable reviews. The problem for a user lies not in the limitations of LC headings but in the lack of information in a bibliographic record, a problem that does not exist in full-text searchable journals and books.
The Tree in the Forest
The authors examined academic library Web sites in their home areas of New Two libraries created blogs with a specific purpose: one uses a blog for course assignment help and the other one uses it for their EndNote User Group.
In order for a blog to be successful, content is important but if interaction is the key to Web 2.0, the comments left by users are vital if they library wants to understand its users. Library blogs that simply repeat mundane library news do not encourage interaction. Blogs that provide a definite service attract readers and interaction. One good example is UMDNJ's Endnote Users' Group Blog In comparison, there were student-initiated Facebook pages for six of the universities, with 2,000 to 11,000 fans and considerable interaction. As a method for libraries to reach students with news, putting up Facebook pages may be less effective than campus email:
Facebook changes its default display with an annoying frequency, but at present (January 2010) only 'Status' updates from friends appear on the default Facebook page. To see new entries from 'Pages' the user has to click on 'News' and to see entries from 'Groups' the user has to go to the 'Group' page.
Obviously, libraries want to be where their users are and for many libraries those users are young adults and university students, who, we are told, are comfortable with social networking and virtual reality (Bell, 2008) . The most active library in the virtual reality world of Second Life is the Alliance Library Systems, now Alliance Virtual Library, Whether it is owing to a lack of time, a desire to quickly implement new technologies, or allowing bandwagon mentality to rule, rarely do most of us allow sufficient time to carefully design a strategy for technology innovation. Not only do we likely fail to conduct an analysis to first determine the feasibility of a new technology application, but we rarely take the time to adequately determine if our users would value the new service. In a nutshell, our approach is to identify a solution before we fully understand the problem. (Bell, 2008) 
'Library 2.0' vs. 'Library II'
If there is contention about the existence of 'Web 2.0' there is also some about the concept of 'Library 2.0'. Walt Crawford, who has about the same depth of historical perspective that Adam and Eve would have if they were alive today, was one of the first critics of the concept and his arguments bear reading (Crawford, 2006 (Crawford, , 2009 (Battin, 1978) . These were the early years of the modern library, when libraries shifted from printed catalogues and citation indexes to online catalogues, full-text indexing, and the provision of digital media. Talis, a British library systems vendor, published a paper in 2006 to promote their new library system in which they declared that 'Library 2.0 is a concept of a very different library service, geared towards the needs and expectations of today's library users. In this vision, the library makes information available wherever and whenever the user requires it, and seeks to ensure that barriers to use and reuse are removed (Miller, 2006) .
Although their claim that the 'Library 2.0 label reflects revolution more than evolution' (Miller, 2006) , using a blog or a Facebook page to respond to user questions or market the library is hardly as revolutionary as the introduction of the Online Public Access Catalogue, off-campus access to full-text databases, or unmediated inter-library loan, the 'empowerment' that spread in the mid-1990s as the costs of computers and database searching went down and the services no longer required arcane commands for searching and the personal intervention of a librarian.
Google's threat to academic libraries is not in its interface but in the sheer volume of its holdings: an unknown but immense number of pages, keyword indexed, to government documents, research reports, scanned books, images, patents, videos, discussion lists, and institutional repositories. The ten million books it has scanned may not quite compete with the holdings of the British Library (150 million Libraries are not necessarily part of faculties' academic networks. The information needs of most users are often better served outside of libraries (Mi and Nesta, 2006, p. 413 ).
Library information is selective, not exhaustive. The low use of social networking features initiated by libraries compared to the high use of similar features in social networking, e.g., LibraryThing, shows that there is a difference in how library users separate libraries from their social networks while they still value the position of libraries as an adjunct in their academic pursuits.
Library III
Is there room or even reason for the library to re-invent itself? Will there be a Library III? We do not have a crystal ball to show us the future. The best we have at hand is a snow globe and snow globes can not predict the future, except to say: 'It will be all be different when it's all turned upside down' and it certainly seems that there is a major revolution occurring in the production and acquisition of information. We will risk saying that if there is a Library III it will still be user-and service-focused, just like Library I, and it will make effective use of technology just as Library II does. It will continue to move beyond its walls to take service to its clients and to partner with other libraries and institutions. Access will continue to become more important than ownership. Scale and speed will have an impact even greater than what we see today.
There will be more information and users will be in ever more places.
Library III must lead rather than follow and it must innovate, rather than copy.
Library III must find ways to index and connect to all the new information that the Web enables us to access. Library III will be an integral part of the Semantic Web which London...(1892 London...( -1903 from Gallica -or allow another library to forgo scanning the same work.
Conclusion
Libraries are research networks, not social networks and the proper relationship of academic libraries to their users is professional and collegial. In looking towards the future, libraries must return to leadership in the development of new tools for intellectual discovery and access. Google may have the money but libraries have the books, journals, archives, photographs, audio recordings, manuscripts, and ephemera that need to be made discoverable and available to students and scholars. Libraries also know how scholars use material, how to index it, and how best to display it. Libraries also know about linking, cooperation, and resource sharing. It is this professional networking, not social networking, that best serves the mission of libraries and their users. Libraries must drive technology, not be driven by it, and marketing hype must not be construed as fact.
Libraries that are truly focused on their users must survey, quantify, question, and measure anticipated impacts and results before expending limited resources of time, money and people on projects that are not wanted, not needed, or not used.
